AN INTRODUCTION TO POMAK AND ROMANI
Both Balkan and Romani studies have long been at the heart of contact linguistics. The Balkan "Sprachbund" was proposed by Troubetzkoy in 1928 based on earlier works by Kopitar 1829 , Schleicher 1850 , Miklosič 1861 and Sandfeld 1926 . In modern studies, it accounts for the fact that many unrelated Balkan languages have "converged", meaning they have developed parallel syntactic structures that do not occur in the genetically related languages to be found outside the Sprachbund. At the top of the hierarchy stand the South Slavic languages, Macedonian and to a lesser degree Bulgarian and Serbian, as well as the Aromanian dialects, Albanian and to some extent Greek. Although Romani has also participated in the areal convergence phenomena and is considered as a 'balkanized' IndoAryan language, Romani dialects are most well known for their "language mixing".
Pomak
Pomatsko 'Pomak' is the name used for the South Slavic variety spoken by Muslim inhabitants of the Rhodope Mountains in Greece, who often migrated to other cities or countries during the second half of the 20 th century -cf. The Pomaks living in Thrace, together with the Turks and Muslim Roma, were exempted from the obligatory exchange of populations that took place in the 1920s when the Ottoman rule collapsed. They were guaranteed the right to bilingual education in Greek (the State language) and Turkish (the Muslim minority language) (1923, Lausanne Treaty) . In this context, a shift to Turkish became generalized in the second half of the 20 th century, iii as it was considered by the communities as a more useful language for social advancement, also motivated by the community's strong religious identity (Greek is the emblematic language to which the Christian populations in Modern Greece shifted).
Contrary to the general tendency to shift to Turkish, in the village under study (and more broadly in the general area) Pomak is still transmitted to children and is used in Pomak1 shares some common Balkan Sprachbund properties, such as a 'will' future, a subjunctive, the dative/genitive merger and postposed articles. Compared to the closest related South Slavic languages, Pomak1 shows some interesting features: for example it has preserved, to a certain extent, its case system -distinguishing between the Nominative, the Dative-Genitive and the Accusative, the latter being subjected to differential marking related to humanness (see Adamou in press a). Note that loss of the case system is one of the main features that serve to distinguish Bulgarian and Macedonian from Serbian; Bulgarian and
Macedonian have developed an analytical system (based on prepositions) for the same functions.
Moreover, Pomak1 shows some features which are exceptional for Slavic languages in general, e.g. the overt expression of deixis in the formation of temporal conjunctions, indicating the anchoring of the event in the speech time situation (see Adamou in press b).
The deictic suffixes also constitute the definite articles and the demonstratives: for 'here and now' situations, the entities considered as being part of the 'speaker's sphere' receive the -ssuffix, while the -t-suffix is reserved for the 'addressee's sphere' and the -n-suffix for 'distal' entities. But when the entities are situated in a different space and time sphere while retaining relevance for the discourse situation, the -t-suffix is used for the 'past', while then-suffix is used for entities in all 'non past' situations.
Romani
Romani is an Indo-Aryan language spoken throughout Europe, in North and South America and in Australia. The migrants, who belonged most probably to service-providing castes (Matras 2002) , arrived from India during the Byzantine Empire, around the 10 th century.
Romani was considerably influenced by Greek during this period. At the end of the Byzantine era some groups migrated towards western and northern Europe and new contact languages were added. 
LANGUAGE CONTACT OUTCOMES
Through analysis of the contact mechanisms and processes, I now show how the results of contact with Turkish differ between Pomak1 and Komotini Romani (KR).
Codeswitching and fused lects
Pomak1 and Komotini Romani are significantly different at the level of bilingual speech.
Pomak1 shows classic participant related codeswitching with Turkish and more importantly with Greek. As Auer describes it,
In CS (code-switching), the contrast between one code and the other (for instance, one language and another) is meaningful, and can be interpreted by participants, as indexing (contextualizing) either some aspects of the situation (discourse-related switching), or some feature of the code-switching speaker (participant-related switching) (Auer 1998: 2 The Turkish items found in KR are not due to the current contact situation but result from the long term generalized bilingualism current during the Ottoman Empire. This is better understood when looking at the larger picture in the Balkans, where similar Turkish-Romani dialects are to be found in many Balkan countries, with more or less intense contemporary contact with Turkish (e.g. Bulgaria, Former Yugoslavic Republic of Macedonia, and Kosovo).
Interestingly, comparison with the Romani dialect spoken by Christian Roma settled in the Ajia Varvara neighborhood in Athens shows that the Turkish loan verbs are used with the Turkish verb morphology even though the speakers stopped being proficient in Turkish at least 3 or 4 generations ago (see Igla 1996) As Auer notes, contrary to code-mixing, which requires competent bilingual speakers, "speakers of a fused lect AB may but need not be proficient speakers of A and/or B" (Auer 1998: 13) . Although there is no doubt that current bilingualism helps maintain and develop this strategy in Komotini Romani, it is more than likely that grammaticalization of the Turkish insertions was completed at an earlier stage. Therefore, we need to take into consideration the contact ecology at the moment when this language mixing emerged and observe the contemporary contact ecology favoring its use and development.
Borrowings and borrowing integration strategies
Both Pomak1 and Komotini Romani show 'borrowing' as the main process induced by contact with Turkish. We retain 'borrowing' here in order to describe cases of transfer of forms or forms and meanings in the recipient language (Heine & Kuteva 2005) . Borrowings, contrary to codeswitching insertions, are those items that can be found in monolingual contexts or, when applicable, can be used by monolingual speakers (Matras 2009 ). They have their origins in the speech of bilinguals and contrary to codeswitching they require a longterm or permanent license to lift selection constraints on the use of a word-form or structure (see the continuum codeswitching -borrowing in Matras 2009).
Part of the borrowings from Turkish -many of which are of Persian origin-are common in both Pomak and Romani (despite different phonetic articulations). From a typological perspective, they also join borrowings commonly found crosslinguistically and presented in the borrowability hierarchy, an hierarchy based on "the likelihood of a category to be affected by contact-induced change" (Matras 2007: 31) .
Language in Society 39/2 Matras (1998) has pointed out the high borrowability of the connectors and suggested that the adversative was the most frequently borrowed (followed by 'or' > 'and'). It is interesting to note that the Greek adversative ala is slowly replacing the Turkish adversative ama in Romani and has already replaced it in Pomak1. Contrary to the crosslinguistic tendency to borrow the positive answer particle (Matras 2007) , in this case both languages have borrowed the negative answer particle. Numerals are generally borrowed from the dominant language, in this case from the local trade language (of the traditional 'bazaar' market). In Romani, Turkish numerals are used for counting money while lower Romani numerals are used for entities such as days and months (note that some Romani numerals are old borrowings from Greek). In Pomak, Turkish numbers are used over five, and under five for specific cases such as telephone numbers.
Despite these shared borrowings, Pomak has fewer borrowings than Romani, but most importantly, contrary to Romani, loan verbs are very rare. In Pomak, borrowings are mainly lexical, some of them being cultural borrowings (greetings and expressing thanks), emblematic of Turkish-Muslim identity together with Turkish first and last names. Romani, on the other hand, has borrowed the Turkish da, very frequently used as a focus and topic marker postposed to the noun as well as a coordinator, and the obligation marker lazım.
Still, the most significant difference between KR and Pomak1 concerns the strategies used for the integration of the borrowings in the two languages. However, borrowed masculine nouns generally use borrowed inflexion. Such is the case for the Turkish borrowings ap-ora 'pills' (in ex. 2), dev-ora 'giants', eteklik-ora 'long skirts', etc.
which take an older language contact plural, the Romanian -uri. This phenomenon is found in 
2) Verb integration
Wichmann and Wohlgemuth (2008) describe four strategies of loan verb integration that can be found crosslinguistically: a) "light verb strategy" for cases where a verb (usually 'to do') is required to accommodate the loan verb; b) "indirect insertion" for cases where an affix is used to accommodate the loan verb; c) "direct insertion" for "a process whereby the loan verb is plugged directly into the grammar Lithuanian Romani (see Elšik & Matras 2006: 135) . Yet, the degree to which verb paradigm transfer occurs is quite variable across these dialects.
In KR however this process is considerably developed and involves a high number and a wide range of verbs, including 'to talk', 'to tell', 'to understand', 'to think', 'to approach', 'to return', 'to wait', 'to start', 'to finish', 'to rest', 'to lie down', 'to get up', 'to touch', 'to read', 'to write', 'to count', 'to send', 'to shoot', 'to get dirty', 'to clean', 'to throw', 'to get undressed', 'to roast', 'to boil', 'to get married', 'to like'.
Almost all Turkish time, mode and aspect markers, as well as person and number markers accompany the Turkish verbs in KR. E.g. the progressive, as can be seen in the following example: 
From Turkish emret-iyor-lar
Excerpt from the tale "The Louse and the Rom" (Sentence 3)
http://lacito.vjf.cnrs.fr/archivage/languages/Romani_fr.htm Also the r-present (in ex. 2 konuʃur 'speak'), the Turkish preterit -di (sevindi 'he was happy'), imperative forms, the Turkish negator -ma-and the Turkish future marker that can be seen in the example below:
(7) kon ama alna-ma-dZak leski kor ka tSindol KR who.NOM but understand-NEG-FUT.3SG his throat will cut.3SG 'But the one who will not understand, I will cut off his neck.'
Excerpt from the tale "The Louse and the Rom" (Sentence 17) http://lacito.vjf.cnrs.fr/archivage/languages/Romani_fr.htm Variation exists for the expression of the optative: the Romani complementizer te occurs in some cases for Turkish loan verbs (with the present in te bekler 'to wait'; te konuSur 'to talk'; with the progressive in te japiStijorlar 'to stick'), while, for other verbs, the Turkish optative marker -(y)A-is to be found (uzanayim 'to lie down').
Another loan verb integration phenomenon is very common in Romani dialects all over
Europe and is known as the "loan verb markers" strategy (see Elšík & Matras 2006: 324-333 
The Komotini Romani fused lect in the mixed languages debate
Literature on mixed languages has developed considerably over the last decades and has given rise to interesting debate on the criteria that should define a mixed language, the mechanisms that lead to their creation and the different types of mixed languages. A satisfactory definition of mixed languages has yet to be established, due to the variety of situations and probably also to the need for more detailed case studies. The number of borrowings and the type of lexicon (core or peripheral) are important elements for the distinction between languages which are mixed and those which have "heavily borrowed."
According to Bakker and Mous (1994: 5) , in cases of heavy borrowing, 45% of the lexicon is borrowed, while in mixed languages the proportion may rise to 90%. Intermediate categories,
Language in Society 39/2 according to the authors, are not frequent. More importantly, the type of mixture is significant in that the elements of the two languages generally remain recognizable (Bakker 1994 ).
According to Auer (1998) , mixed languages are extreme cases of fused lects. I suggest here drawing a line between fused lects, applying to cases of languages on their way to becoming mixed, and mixed languages, for cases where the process is already complete. Indeed, although KR shares some features with mixed languages it does not belong to that group (borrowed items are not as high as 90%). But KR uses a high number of Turkish verbs, together with their time and aspect markers, and the main process is compartmentalization. As a fused lect, KR could actually provide evidence to support the role of codeswitching in the creation of mixed languages as argued by Thomason (1995) and Auer (1998) -cf. A correlation between mixed languages and language contact ecology has been suggested both by Bakker (1994) and Thomason (1995) . Bakker (1994: 24) for example has suggested two types of "intertwined" languages defined by sociohistorical criteria:
1. Languages created by former nomadic groups during shift who use it as a secret language for business, e.g. Anglo-Romani; 2. Languages in mixed households e.g. Michif.
Compared to mixed languages, KR fused lect shares common features with those of the first category, as they were produced in an itinerant group. However, unlike those languages, KR
was not used as a secret language and more importantly it was not created during a shift, thus pointing at those factors as relevant for the creation of mixed languages. Thomason (1995) also relates sociohistorical characteristics of speech communities with linguistic processes of language mixing:
1. The mixed languages created in existent groups show replacement of grammar as a linguistic process (cf. Ma'a/Mbugu, Anglo-Romani).
2. The mixed languages that arise in newly rapidly formed groups show compartmentalization of the two languages' elements (cf. Media Lengua, Michif).
Language in Society 39/2 Evangelia Adamou
Although KR was created in an already existent group, as a language related to the group's identity, it does not correlate with the process of grammatical replacement. On the contrary, the process applied is compartmentalization as found in newly formed groups. In other words, KR and Michif share the compartmentalization process (although as already mentioned above it is not as advanced in KR as in Michif) but not the social characteristics (mixed marriages, newly formed group).
Compared to other mixed Romani dialects, KR and the other Turkish-Romani dialects differ in the mechanisms they use. As shown in section 3, KR proceeds by compartmentalization while most mixed Romani dialects proceed using a combination of grammar from language A and lexicon from language B (see Boretzky & Igla 1994 for a review of mixed Romani dialects). Follows such an example of a mixed Greek-Romani variety (Indic in bold), where the lexicon is Romani and the morphology mainly Greek:
(10) o daj-s mu avel-jazi sar-e ta lov-e 'My father brings all the money.' (Sechidou 2005: 53) Moreover, unlike most mixed Romani languages, for which language shift has been the main mechanism, KR is a stabilized fused lect, used in everyday domestic and group communication in all domains and is transmitted as such to children.
ECOLOGY AS A COMPREHENSIVE BILINGUAL SPEECH FRAMEWORK
In the earliest contact setting, within the Ottoman Empire and for almost five centuries, Turkish was the lingua franca, the language of communication and trade in the Balkans. In a second contact setting, within the Greek State, which for Thrace started in 1923 and continues today, Turkish became a minority language. In Thrace, Turkish continues to be used in colloquial and trade-related contexts and has also become the language of education for the local Muslim population (1923), alongside Greek.
For both the Pomaks and the Roma, Turkish was the dominant and the prestige language, and many communities shifted to Turkish during the second half of the 20 th century.
However, as shown in § 3, the contact outcomes were different for the two languages under study. A closer look at the patterns of bilingualism and the patterns of language use in a historical perspective shows that contact with Turkish was materialized in considerably (institutional language contact through religion and education) related to the identity issues and linguistic representations (prestige) that affect the intensity of bilingualism and that in many cases lead to shift. Thomason (2001) observes that, contrary to pidgins and creoles, bilingual mixed languages are developed in widespread bilingual settings. On a more specific point, Wichmann and Wohlgemuth propose a correlation between loan verb integration strategies and the "degrees to which speakers of the target language are exposed to the source language(s)" (2008: 12).
Roma language contact ecology and patterns of bilingualism
The paradigm transfer of loan verbs, found in KR, is at the top of the hierarchy, related to the most intensive contact. Indeed, Komotini Roma most probably presented extensive and intensive long-term bilingualism with Turkish, the vehicular language of the Ottoman Empire.
Extensive in that bilingualism with Turkish concerned a large part of the speech community, women and children included. Intensive, in that Turkish was used frequently in everyday interaction and in highly argumentative contexts.
The Komotini Roma's socio-professional activities and mobility also furnish elements for understanding this sort of language contact. Demographic information concerning the Traditionally, the whole Roma family participates in the nomadic lifestyle. Intensive codeswitching probably took place at that period and then, at some point, as Thomason (2001) suggests, the codeswitching became fossilized by acquiring the function of indexing the specific group. "Commercial nomadic" groups are also known for developing specific ingroup languages (see Glemch & Glemch 1987) . Indeed, the Komotini Roma rely on their The xoraxane women usually wear the 'sarouel', sosten, distinguishing themselves from the Christian Roma who wear long, wide skirts eteklikora (the younger ones can also be dressed in a "western manner"). The "license" to mix the two languages goes back to a long tradition of multilingualism that can be considered part of the Roma identity. Traces of the various contacts in the Roma history are still to be found in the modern dialects (for example from old contact languages such as Greek, Romanian, Slavic, etc.).
Language in Society 39/2
The processes used for this mixing seem quite conscious, in accordance with recent approaches of the bilingual speaker as an active "language builder" (Hagège 1993).
Borrowings are marked through specific strategies which allow them to be integrated and yet to remain distinctive and identifiable centuries after the contact has ceased. In the case of KR those strategies are the use of xenoclitic nouns and of paradigm transfer in verb borrowing.
This linguistic compartmentalization strategy also reflects Roma social organization and their rules towards outsiders. While Roma were in constant contact with outsiders and their economy relied on trade and services with the gadze, i.e. the non-Roma, at the same time, many Roma communities had strict rules of avoidance of outsiders. The most notorious expression of it is the marime, a term used by the Vlach Roma. Marime refers to a complex set of norms, varying from one group to another, defining "uncleanness" and to the expulsion 
Pomak language contact ecology and patterns of bilingualism
During the Ottoman period the Pomak speech community was composed of a majority of monolingual speakers with practically no direct contact with Turkish. Turkish was introduced through Koranic School and through the members of the community who traveled. During the modern contact setting within the Greek State, contact with Turkish was intensified through primary school, mass media and increasing contact situations (travel, migration and urbanization). This type of low-level contact, which gave place to few lexical borrowings, can be understood through the speech community's social and geographical environment. Arabic is taught, Turkish is the classroom language. Turkish is also, together with Greek, the language of minority primary school education even though the number of students attending monolingual Greek schools has considerably increased in the last decade due to permanent migration to Xanthi and research for the best school education. It is important to keep in mind that until very recently, education concerned only a small part of the community and that up until the early 1990s girls would not pursue their studies beyond primary school.
Another source of contact with Turkish is recent migration for work and education in Turkey and Germany. In the 1980s the migrants would settle in Germany with their families, they would become integrated in the immigrant Turkish communities and would frequently shift to Turkish. Contact between relatives would remain intense, either by telephone or visits.
In the last decade, reorganization in working migration politics has made it rare for whole families to migrate to Germany. Today, young men have working contracts limited to a few months, after which they return to their original village and take up other sorts of activities.
Language in Society 39/2
Occasional visits to neighboring Turkey are common, for shopping or tourism, facilitated by the Egnatia road. Turkish television and music are also influential sources of contact: elder women who have not attended school or had any mobility outside their village, point to television as an influential source of contact with Turkish.
Typological factors
In parallel with the identification of social factors studies in contact linguistics have examined the typological parameters that influence contact induced phenomena. Poplack and Sankoff (1988) argue that typologically similar languages will tend to produce alternational codeswitching, while typologically distinct languages produce insertional codeswitching.
Muysken (2000) shows that if an agglutinative language is the matrix language, then the resulting codeswitching will be insertional; while, if both languages are flectional, alternational codeswitching will be the result. Winford (2003) also underlines the importance of typological distance in contact settings determining the linguistic results to a great degree.
In the case presented here, however, typological factors do not seem to be relevant, since both recipient languages are flectional, and the source language is Turkish, an agglutinative language. For example, the type of time, mode and aspect markers does not determine the paradigm transfer used in Romani nor the integration strategy used in Pomak:
the Romani ka and Pomak ʃe future markers are enclitic to the verb in both cases. But, in Romani, Turkish verbs are borrowed along with the Turkish future marker, while in Pomak the verb is integrated into Pomak morphology and maintains the Pomak "will" marker.
Moreover, evidence exists for the paradigm transfer of loan verbs in Romani with Russian as the donor language, i.e. a flectional language.
The paradigm transfer for loan verbs has also been considered from a typological perspective.
Through a rich sample of Romani dialects, Elšik and Matras (2006: 134-136) 
CONCLUSION
In this paper, I have compared two sorts of close-knit speech communities, showing long term contact with Turkish. In both cases Turkish is the dominant, prestigious language and, more significantly, an important language for the group's identity. Despite these shared features, the outcomes of language contact differ: Pomak shows a low level of borrowing, though of an often emblematic, religious type, and infrequent, participant related codeswitching. Romani on the other hand shows a high number of borrowings and can be described as a fused lect in
Auer's terminology.
The aim of this paper was to show that the study of the contact ecology of the two communities leads to a better understanding of these differences: it shows how for the Roma itinerant craftsmen contact with Turkish was intensive and extensive, while, on the contrary, This case study does not aim to produce a novel universal contact typology, but rather to confirm and specify the existing typologies suggested by Thomason and Kaufman (1988) , Loveday (1996) 
